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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 1/27/10 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

(a) Applicant argues that the prior art fails to disclose "wherein the probability is 
determined from at least one of a plurality of frequencies, each of the frequencies 
indicating how often a characteristic value occurs in the content segment". 
The Examiner has brought in Emori (5619410) to teach this limitation. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-3, 5-6, 12-16, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dudkiewicz (US 2005/0172318) in view of Buehl (US 
2002/0104093), Rui (7028325), Abecassis, and Emori (5619410). 

Regarding claim 1, Dudkiewicz discloses a content digest system comprising: 
a content provider (metadata distributor 180), wherein the content provider furnishes 
meta data describing content to a digest server (programming event provider 184); - 
[0149]; 
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the digest server (1 84) comprising a content digest for the content ([0149], 
[0150]), wherein the digest server converts the meta data into characteristic values 
(metadata is converted into keywords; [0080], [0082]), wherein the digest server 
calculates an importance level for each of a plurality of content segments ([0102], 
[0103], [0021], [0026]), wherein each of the plurality of content segments correspond 
to at least one of the characteristic values ([0102], [0103], [0021], [0026]), and 
wherein the digest server generates the content digest by using the importance 
levels ([0022], [0149], [0150]), the content digest comprising at least one of the 
content segments, wherein said importance level is a degree of importance ([0022], 
[0149], [0150]); and 

a client, wherein the client receives the content digest ([0022], [0149], [0150]), 
wherein the client includes a user profile having user profile content scores for at least 
one rated content segment for a user, and wherein the digest server calculates 
importance levels for the at least one rated content segment based on a current 
determined content score for the at least one rated content segment (specificity of 
content; For example, if a user is interested in basketball, any program which has the 
metadata Sports, Basketball, Houston Rockets, and Yao Ming would have a high 
probability in that Basketball, Houston Rockets, and Yao Ming are all associated with 
basketball. Hence, a characteristic value being basketball in this case occurs frequently 
within a content segment. Conversely, if a program has the metadata Basketball and 
Babe Ruth, the program would have a low probability since there is only one basketball 
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characteristic value in the program. - [0020]-[0026], [0149], [0150], [0080], [0082], 
[0091]-[0093]). 

However, Dudkiewicz discloses the content provider furnishes metadata to a 
digest server as discussed above, but fails to disclose the content provider 
comprises content and also furnishes content to the digest server. Dudkiewicz 
further fails to disclose the content digest comprising at least two of the content 
segments sorted along a time axis based on said importance level, wherein a user 
rates a viewed content segment, and calculating importance level based on a 
probability, wherein the probability is determined from at least one of a plurality of 
frequencies, each of the frequencies indicating how often a characteristic value 
occurs in the content segment. 

In an analogous art, Buehl discloses that the content provider comprises content 
and metadata and furnishes content and metadata to the digest server (headend 
30); [0029]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to modify Dudkiewicz's invention to include the above 
mentioned limitation, as taught by Buehl, for the advantage of allowing the digest 
server to determine what to do with the content once it arrives at the digest server. 

However, Dudkiewicz and Buehl fails to disclose: 

the content digest comprising at least two of the content segments sorted along a 
time axis based on said importance level; 

wherein a user rates a viewed content segment; and 
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calculating importance level based on a probability, wherein the probability is 
determined from at least one of a plurality of frequencies, each of the frequencies 
indicating how often a characteristic value occurs in the content segment. 

In an analogous art, Rui discloses: 

A content digest is generated based on the portions determined to be "exciting 
segments" and based on the user-desired summary presentation time. For example, 
if a user wants a 20 minute summary of a program which is about an hour long, the 
system will filter out the least important or least exciting segments to fit the 20 
minute time interval. The 20 minute summary of the segments determined to be 
important are then presented to the user in sequential order. The content segments 
are sorted along a time axis in the sense that unimportant content is filtered out, and 
that the next important segment in sequence is displayed, (col. 6, lines 30-45, col. 7, 
lines 9-38, col. 14, line 66-col. 15, line 46). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to modify Dudkiewicz and Buehl's invention to include the 
abovementioned limitation, as taught by Rui, for the advantage of reducing the time 
the user spends viewing a program. 

However, Dudkiewicz, Buehl, and Rui fail to disclose: 

wherein a user rates a viewed content segment; 

calculating importance level based on a probability, wherein the probability is 
determined from at least one of a plurality of frequencies, each of he frequencies 
indicating how often a characteristic value occurs in the content segment. 
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In an analogous art, Abecassis discloses: 

Wherein a user rates at least one viewed content segment (col. 58, lines 44-51). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to modify Dudkiewicz, Buehl, and Rui's invention to include the 

abovementioned limitation, as taught by Abecassis, for the advantage of allowing the 
user to actively rate content, thereby providing the system a better analysis of the user's 
preferences. 

However, Dudkiewicz, Buehl, Rui, and Abecasssis: 

calculating importance level based on a probability, wherein the probability is 
determined from at least one of a plurality of frequencies, each of the frequencies 
indicating how often a characteristic value occurs in the content segment. 

In an analogous art, Emori discloses: 

calculating importance level based on a probability, wherein the probability is 
determined from at least one of a plurality of frequencies, each of he frequencies 
indicating how often a characteristic value occurs in the content segment (col. 9, 
lines 27-65). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to modify Dudkiewicz, Buehl, Rui, and Abecasssis's invention 
to include the abovementioned limitation, as taught by Emori, for the advantage of 
providing an effective means of calculating an importance level. 
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Regarding claim 2, Dudkiewicz teaches wherein the digest server uses 
determined content scores, which correspond to characteristic values, for each of the 
content segments to determine the importance levels ([0149], [0150]). 

Regarding claims 3 and 6, Dudkiewicz discloses wherein the digest server 
determines a current determined content score for a current content segment based on 
determined content scores for similar content segments, the similar content segments 
determined through a measure comparing frequencies of a plurality of characteristic 
values for the current content segment with frequencies of a plurality of characteristic 
values for previously rated (score user assigns in profile [0092]) content segments 
(specificity of content; For example, metadata including the keywords sports, football, 
and football team name, can count as having frequent sports characteristic values. 
[0112], [0149], [0150, [0021], [0026], [0077], [0082], [0091]-[0093]). Abecassis discloses 
wherein the content is previously shown content- col. 58, lines 44-51 . 

Claim 5 contains the limitations of claim 1 and is analyzed as previously 
discussed with respect to claim 1 . Claim 5 additionally discloses the following which 
Dudkiewicz discloses: 

importance level estimation means for estimating an importance level for each of 
a plurality of content segments; and update means for updating, based on the user 
profile, the importance level of at least one of the plurality of content segments ([0092], 
[0150]). 
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Claims 12 and 13 contain tine limitations of claims 1, 3, and 18 and are analyzed 
as previously discussed with respect to those claims. 

Claim 14 contains the limitations of claims 1-3 and is analyzed as previously 
discussed with respect to those claims. 

Regarding claim 15, see claim analysis of claim 3. 

Regarding claim 16, Abecassis teaches the claimed video digest generation 
method, wherein the determined content scores are based on user profiles obtained for 
multiple users who have viewed and listened to the video digest (col. 58, lines 44-51 ); 

Regarding claim 17, Abecassis teaches the claimed video digest generation 
method, wherein the video digest is generated by selecting a predetermined number of 
scenes based on a video digest time length received from a user to whom the video 
digest is to be distributed (col. 57, lines 7-24). 

4. Claims 8-1 1 , and 1 8-1 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Dudkiewicz in view of Rui and Emori. 
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Claim 8 contains the limitations of claim 1 and is analyzed as previously 
discussed with respect to that claim. However, claim 8 fails to disclose a video digest 
data generator, for selecting, based on the importance levels, a predetermined 
number of scenes, for sorting the selected scenes along a time axis based on the 

importance levels 

In an analogous art, Rui teaches: 

A video digest data generator, for selecting, based on the importance levels, a 
predetermined number of scenes, for sorting the selected scenes along a time axis 
based on the importance levels (col. 6, lines 30-45, col. 7, lines 9-38, col. 14, line 66- 
col. 15, line 46); 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to modify Dudkiewicz's invention to include the above 

mentioned limitation, as taught by Rui, for the advantage of displaying desired 
content and omitting undesired content to fit the user's desired schedule or desired 
programming duration. 

Claim 9 contains the limitations of claim 3 and is analyzed as previously 
discussed with respect to that claim. 

Claim 10 contains the limitations of claim 4 and is analyzed as previously 
discussed with respect to that claim. 
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Claim 11 contains the limitations of claims 1 and 8 and is analyzed as previously 
discussed with respect to those claims. 

Regarding claim 18, Dudkiewicz teaches: 

transmitting a user profile that includes information for content desired by a user, 
information for a video digest for viewing and listening [0092], [0093]; 

receiving a video digest comprising multiple scenes, that constitute content, and 
metadata included in each of the scenes, wherein said video digest is created based on 
a processor-generated importance level for each of a plurality of content segments, and 
wherein said importance level is a degree of importance [0150], wherein the client 
receives the content digest ([0022], [0149], [0150]), wherein the client includes a user 
profile having user profile content scores for at least one rated content segment for a 
user, and wherein the digest server calculates importance levels for the at least one 
rated content segment based on a current determined content score for the at least one 
rated content segment (specificity of content; For example, if a user is interested in 
basketball, any program which has the metadata Sports, Basketball, Houston Rockets, 
and Yao Ming would have a high probability in that Basketball, Houston Rockets, and 
Yao Ming are all associated with basketball. Hence, a characteristic value being 
basketball in this case occurs frequently within a content segment. Conversely, if a 
program has the metadata Basketball and Babe Ruth, the program would have a low 
probability since there is only one basketball characteristic value in the program. - 
[0020]-[0026], [0149], [0150], [0080], [0082], [0091]-[0093]). 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/081 ,274 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2421 

However Dudkiewicz fails to disclose: 

User indicates preferred video digest time length; and 

Receiving video digest sorted along a time axis based on a processor-generated 
importance level; 

wherein the probability is determined from at least one of a plurality of 
frequencies, each of he frequencies indicating how often a characteristic value 
occurs in the content segment. 

In an analogous art, Rui discloses: 

User indicates preferred video digest time length; and receiving video digest 
sorted along a time axis based on a processor-generated importance level (col. 6, 
lines 30-45, col. 7, lines 9-38, col. 14, line 66-col. 15, line 46); 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to modify Dudkiewicz's invention to include the above 
mentioned limitation, as taught by Rui, for the advantage of allowing the user to have 
content customized according to his schedule or desired programming duration. 

However, Dudkiewicz, Buehl, Rui, and Abecasssis: 

calculating importance level based on a probability, wherein the probability is 
determined from at least one of a plurality of frequencies, each of he frequencies 
indicating how often a characteristic value occurs in the content segment. 

In an analogous art, Emori discloses: 

calculating importance level based on a probability, wherein the probability is 
determined from at least one of a plurality of frequencies, each of he frequencies 
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indicating how often a characteristic value occurs in the content segment (col. 9, 
lines 27-65). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to modify Dudkiewicz and Rui's invention to include the 
abovementioned limitation, as taught by Emori, for the advantage of providing an 
effective means of calculating an importance level. 

5. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dudkiewicz, 
Rui, and Emori as applied to claim 18 above, and further in view of Abecassis. 

Regarding claim 19, Dudkiewicz, Rui, and Emori fail to disclose information that 
is obtained from the user as a result of viewing and listening to the video digest. 

In an analogous art, Abecassis teaches the claimed step of transmitting 
information that is obtained from the user as a result of viewing and listening to the 
video digest (col. 58, lines 44-51). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to modify Dudkiewicz, Rui, and Emoh's invention to include the 
abovementioned limitation, as taught by Abecassis, for the advantage of allowing the 
system to automatically customize a video for the user. 



Conclusion 
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Any inquiry concerning tliis communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to SUMAIYA A. CHOWDHURY whose telephone number 
is (571)272-8567. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri, 9-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Miller can be reached on (571) 272-7353. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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